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DETAILED ACTION 

1. The Amendment, and remarks therein, received on 3/21/2005 have been entered 
and carefully considered. 

2. The Amendment cancels claims 5, 15-19 and 24. 

3. The text of those sections of Title 35, U.S. Code not included in this action can be 
found in a prior office action. 

Response to Amendment 

4. Applicant's arguments are directed towards the newly introduced limitation: "marking 
those contents of the client that did not match the contents of the repository for later 
copying to the repository". The limitation is addressed in the current Office Action 
below. 

5. Claims 1-4, 6-14, 20-23, 25-28 have been examined. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject nnatter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject nnatter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

6. Claims 1-4, 6-8, 10-13, 20-23 and 25-27 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as 
obvious over Margolus et al, (U.S. Pub. No. 20040143743). 
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7. As per claims 1 and 6 Margolus et al. teach a cryptographic hash function calculated 
from the data-item generating DATANAME 3a (digital fingerprint, Fig. 1 and [59]). 
This reads on: "generating a message digests on a client wherein said message 
digests uniquely identify contents of files stored on the client". 

8. Margolus et al. teach depositing data into the repository, wherein DATANAME 3a is 
first used to checked against repository hash table (Fig. 1 and [60]). 

This reads on: "synchronizing contents of said client with a repository connected with 
the network based on contents of the message digests on the client and 
corresponding entries in a database of message digests stored on the repository". 

9. Furthermore, Margolus et al. teach that the repository independently recomputes the 
DATANAME 3a in order to verify correct transmission [60]. 

This reads on "verifying that the contents of the repository match the contents of the 
client". 

1 0. Margolus et al. teach a back up of the local file system [54]. In addition to implement 
a message digests [59] Margolus et al.'s discloses that using message digests 
uploading content that is already present even if associated with a different file name 
[7] and that when two message digests don't match, then the files are different [6]. 
Based on this teaching one of ordinary skill in the art would anticipate that the 
content that does not match the content of the repository is copied to the repository 
in Margolus et al.'s. 

1 1 . Furthermore, even if Margolus et al. did not implement this feature it would have 
been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of applicant's invention to 
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copy to repository those contents of the clients that did not match the content of the 
repository. One of ordinary skill in the art would have been motivated to perform 
such a modification in order to conserve storage space by not storing duplicate data 
[71 

12. As per the limitation; "marking those contents of the client that did not match the 
contents of the repository for later copying to the repository" Margolus et al. teaches 
that a data item may be represented as a composite of objects, and the component 
objects may be separately deposited in the repository [110-111]. 

It is clear that in order to ensure that all the pieces of a composite object are copied 
into the repository (even though they are separately deposited) must be marked to 
reflecting the fact that they are part of the composite object and that they are to be 
copied. 

13. Also, in situations where multiple files are compared it would have been obvious to 
one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of applicants invention to configure the 
client system to mark the content on the client that was found not to match the 
repository content in order to prevent the match test repetition. 

14. Also, in [28] it is taught that a plurality of clients are connected to a network store 
data in the repository. In multi node network environment it is likely that a client 
attempts to initiate data transfer to the repository and that the repository can not 
accept the requests (e.g. bandwidth limit, client licenses, no available ports, 
equipment malfunction, etc.) 
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Thus, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of 
applicant's invention to mark an object that is selected for copying to the repository. 
One of ordinary skill in the art would have been motivated to perform such a 
modification in order to ensure that the data that could not be accepted by the 
repository at the time of the request could be copied as soon as the repository was 
ready to accept it. 

Furthermore, it is old and well-known practice to mark content (e.g. files) for future 
actions that is performed on the content (see U.S. Patent No. 6434621, or Windows 
2000 (Task Scheduler) for example). One of ordinary skill in the art at the time of 
applicant's invention would have been motivated to marking content for future 
actions that is performed on the content (e.g. later copying to the repository) in order 
to provide flexibility when the action is performed. 

15. As per claims 2 and 3 Margolus et al. teach a back up of the local file system [54] 
and disclose that to deposit a data-item into the repository the DATANAME 3a is first 
used to check whether or not the repository already contains a copy of the data-item. 

16. As per claim 4 the local file system client can choose data to deposit into the 
repository [59]. 

17. As per claim 7 Margolus et al. teach SHA-1 [59]. 

18. As per claim 8 Margolus et al. Fig. 1 and [60] read on updating the message digest 
on the repository by copying the message digest from the client to the database on 
the repository. 
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19. Claims 20-23 and 25-27 are substantially equivalent to claims 1-4 and 6-8; therefore 
claims 20-23 and 25-27 are similarly rejected. 

20. Claims 10-13 are substantially equivalent to claims 1, 3 and 6-8; therefore claims 10- 
13 are similarly rejected. 

21. Claims 9, 14 and 28 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Margolus et al. (U.S. Pub. No. 20040143743) in view of Cox et al. (U.S. Patent No. 
6438724). 

22. Margolus et al. teach verifying that the contents of the repository match the contents 
of the client as discussed above. Furthermore Margolus et al. explicitly teach that the 
process of verification is applied to a data-item in order to avoid any danger of 
associating the wrong dataname with a given repository data-item [60]. Margolus et 
al. do not explicitly teach repeating client and repository synchronization if the error 
is found (if first and second cryptographic hashes do not match). Cox etai teach re- 
sending data if an error is detected (Cox et al., col, 1 lines 23-25). It would have 
been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of applicant's invention to 
repeat client and repository synchronization if first and second cryptographic hashes 
do not match as taught by Cox et al. One of ordinary skill in the art would have been 
motivated to perform such a modification in order to ensure data integrity (Cox et al., 
col. 1 lines 23-25). 

Conclusion 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from 
the examiner should be directed to Peter Poltorak whose telephone number is 
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(571) 272-3840. The examiner can normally be reached Monday through Thursday 
from 9:00 a.m. to 4:00 p.m. and alternate Fridays from 9:00 a.m. to 3:30 p.m. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the 
examiner's supervisor, Gregory Morse can be reached on (571) 272-3838. The fax 
phone number for the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned 
is (571) 273-8300. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR 
only. For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. 
Should you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the 
Electronic Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). 





